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Future-oriented learning, innovative
learning environments and curriculum:
What’s the buzz?
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There is considerable excitement and debate in the educational world
around future-oriented education, and a trend towards innovative (or
modern) learning environments. This buzzis an international phenomenon.
A trend towards innovative, open, and flexible learning environments is
underpinned by ideas about 21st-century or future-oriented education. It
is supported by International Organisation for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD) research (including OECD 2006, 2013), which is
concerned with educational innovation that will help in the preparation of
knowledge workers of the future. These educational shifts are intimately
connected with curriculum development, through policy and practice.

Talk around future-oriented learning, also framed as 2I1st-century
learning, is inextricably bound with ideas about the ubiquity of digital
(or new) technologies in today’s world and their role in shaping teaching
and learning (Benade, Gardner, Teschers & Gibbons, 2014; Istance &
Kools, 2013). Redesigning learning environments is seen as a way of
the future to innovate the “pedagogical core” and promote 21st-century
effectiveness (Istance & Kools, 2013) in a fast changing and digitally
connected world, which is to be achieved through shifts towards
increasingly student-centred, personalised, inquiry-based, differentiated,
collaborative, communal, and authentic learning (Osborne, 2013). Future-
oriented education claims to envision and support a paradigm shift in
education and transformation of teaching and learning in ways that are
more responsive to the needs and interests of new millennium learners
(Bolstad et al., 2012; OECD, 2013).
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To date, a number of New Zealand government educational policies and
initiatives that have gained momentum in recent years relate to innovative
or future-oriented learning and digital technology. The potency and
connectedness of ideas about 21st-century, future-oriented, and digitally
enhanced learning is evident in the Forward by the Minister of Education
to the Ministry of Education Statement of Intent for 2013 to 2018.

New technology has the power to transform how children and young
people learn. We will develop and implement a digital education strategy,
which will support schools and educators to harness new technologies
to prepare students with 21Ist century skills. Our response to the
recommendations from the Select Committee Inquiry into 21st Century
Learning Environments and Digital Literacy will provide direction and
impetus to this work. (Ministry of Education, 2013, p. 2)

Policy aimed at creating an environment and tools for lifting educational
achievement includes support for a “21st century learning system with high
quality, relevant learning environments” (Ministry of Education, 2013,
p- 28), to be achieved through mechanisms that include new and modern
school design initiatives and ultra fast broadband roll out. Moreover,
future-focused education and innovative learning environments are seen
to serve the needs of the nation by educating learners in ways that allow
them to be innovative, and to participate and contribute to society in an
economically competitive world.

Multiple discourses are evident in the talk and published research relating
to 21st century and future-oriented education and innovative learning
environments, relating to economic, technological, and social justice
or equity concerns, amongst others (Abbiss, 2013). These co-existing
discourses mean that future-oriented education, the trend towards
innovative learning spaces, and potential to transform education is likely
to be understood differently. Future-focused and innovative educational
developments can be seen as more or less transformational, democratic,
or equitable. They can be seen to address, to greater or lesser extents,
the technological, economic, or social imperatives associated with
the movement and to be more-or-less bound up with neoliberal policy
discourses that emphasise educational efficiency and competitive per-
formance. Reasons may vary for supporting future-oriented educational
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initiatives, but the embracing of innovative learning environments by
schools and associated changes to the organisation of teaching and learning
is plainly evident and amply reflected in international and New Zealand
school case-studies (see, for example, Ministry of Education, 2015;
OECD, 2013; Osborne, 2013). However, the longer-term implications
of this trend towards innovative learning environments for curriculum,
teaching, and learning are less distinct. Some implications will only
become apparent with time and the ability to look back on developments.

Concentrating on ideas of innovative and future-oriented learning invites
consideration of what is, or isn’t, new about recent developments. There is
an argument that much of what is touted as “new” in 21st century or future-
oriented learning is not new at all. Benade et al. (2014) encapsulate this:

Certain ideas advocated as 21st-century learning (such as empowerment
of students, and the greater democratisation of the learning process) are not
different from the points that were being raised by critical thinkers in the
20th century (such as Dewey, Freire, Illich and Postman & Weingartner).
What differs now, however, is the power of digital tools that connect
young people with each other and vast storehouses of knowledge in the
wider world. (pp. 56-57)

While recognising the role of digital technology in presenting possibilities
for shifting schooling practices and impelling greater collaboration
and openness in teaching, Benade et al. (2014) also caution against
technologically deterministic assumptions, pointing out that many
changes in schooling, and shifting views of the desired attributes of
teachers, have been advocated by key proponents across decades. In other
words, these are not actually new ideas. Nonetheless, the movement for
future-oriented learning and innovative learning environments is helping
to change the face of education, teaching, and learning in New Zealand
schools. This movement provides exciting opportunities to alter the way
learning is organised, encourage more interactive and less transmissive
models of teaching, shift teacher—learner relationships towards greater
reciprocity, and create and encourage community connections, all of
which is about shifting the curriculum in practice and as experienced by
learners.

Curriculum Matters 11: 2015 3



SI0T [ S-Louv W WnnoLLINY v

M0Y pue SIom (sourdrosip 10) SwWa)sAS a3pa[mous] moy Jo agpajmouy Aq
pouurdiopun ‘3uIp[ing 93po[Mouy 2ATBIOQR[[0O put SUIWIB] dNUdYINe Ul
SJUSpPMIS JO JuawaFe3uo ay) 10J angIe sIoyIne ay ‘Iyiey "sio)euwl 3Uof ou
33pormoury Areurdiosip 1ey) 1s933ns 0 JouU SI SIY ], “a3pa[mouy Areurjdiosip
Jo uonrsod oty Furyurylax Jo dueodw oY) WYSIYSY “(Z10T) T8 19 persjod
SuIpn[oul ‘SIYIIBISAI PUE SISI[RUOIIBINPS dWOS “(Z 1T 8 12 peIs[og) 10309s
Arepuodos ayj ur Ajre[nonted ‘S10yoea} 10§ JOJWOISIP JO IINOS B ST PUe ($1()7
“Ie 19 apruag) uonisod snonua} e ur a3pajmouy Areurdiosip awos saoe[d
‘Kiroeded Surures] SULIQISOJ pue S[IIS AINMUAD-ISTZ SpIemo) pue ‘pajreduur
9q Isnu Jey) 9FpI[mouy Wwoij Aeme uljooyds JO Sndoj Yl Sunjiys eyl
uonsag3Nns B ST IS, "UONBINPI PAIJUILIO-AINING UL 9Fpa[mouy Areurfdrosip
JO Q0UBAQJ[AI AU} INOQE SBIpl SUNJIYS 0] SAJB[AI SUOISUI) JO IS IAYIoUuy

‘(96 *d) . 9[qeii0jwooun aq [[Im doeds Sururesy
1STZ 9y} Uay) ‘SuruIes] poos 0) BwAYIBUE 9q 0} J9pIosip pue ‘sowes ‘Aerd
JIOPISUOD SIAYOEJ) IYM,—odnoeld ur syjrys Junooyjo ul juelrodwr AIoA
ST SUTUIB 9q 0) IOPISUOD SIAYOES) Jeym Jey) oansIe (1(07) ‘Te 10 opeusg
‘SOIpN)s 9SBD [00UDS OM] PUB 9Seq [EO1JAI0Y) JOpeOIq B U0 Suimelq
“UOT)EAOUUT WINNOTLLIND 0) IOTILIE] B SB 90UQLIAdX0 pue 99s SIOUIRD) YoIrym
(VADN) JUSWASIYOY [euoneonpy JO 9JedlIlio)) [eUoneN 9y} Sse yons
JUOWISSOSSE SOYB)S-USIY pue [BUOTIEU JO soATjeIodWI oY) YIIm IO ‘Turures]
pue SUlyoed) SANIIJO SAMIISU0D Jeym pue sdIysuorie[ol JOUIBI[—IoYdeo)
JNOqe SJOI[QQq ,SIOYOED) QWOS UM USB[O ABW [YOIYM ‘SJUSWIUOIIAUD
SUIUIB] 9AT)EAOUUL JO UOIBAIO AU} PUe SUILIE] PAJUSLIO-OININJ SPIBMO)
SIIIYS OPIM-[00YDs AQ PIJRIOUST SUOISUQ) Oy} oIk 9SO} JsTUOWE ISea] JON
-oonoead Ul WNNOLLIND JUIPIYS Y} O 1ol Jey) SJUSWUOIIAUD FuruIed]
dATIRAOUUT JO So[dwexo A[Ied WOIJ JUOPIAD SUOISUQ} ‘YSnoy) ‘ore 9Ioy],

(210Z “Te 10 peisjoq) Anoedeo Surures] Surdojoasp jo uonou oyl Ym
JUQJSISUOD re Ay ‘yons sy (L0 ‘uoneonpy Jo Ansiur) (Sunnqryuod
pup Suypdidny.avd S.2yjo 0] Sulpja. fjas SurSpubui ($)x) pup SJoquUILS
‘93pndup] Suisn Suryuiyy) seroudjadwod Ay oy pue ‘(wonvdidnind
pup Guunmuwod pue ‘Knba ‘Kpisaaaip ‘€1s014nd> pup Linbul ‘uoypaouul
Surpnyour) senfea ‘(uoisnjoul pue ‘snoof a.cmmnf ‘Juaua3Iv3ua Kunuuod
‘upa) 03 Sutpa) pnpoul yoym) sojdiound oy yum  Apenonaed
WNINOLLINY pUDIDIZ MIN 2Y ] JIIM JJBUOSII OS[B JUSWUOIIAUD SUTUIed]
QAIJEAOUUL JO SUOIIEAOUUL PUEB UOIIEONPA PAUALIO-2ININy Jo suonenidse oy,

[pronpg



S CIOZ I S421D] WnnoLLIND

[JUQWISSISSe sayels-y3Iy pue

VADN Joj Sutureo] uoddns pue yaim pajer3ajul o SuruIed] pojudLIo

-oInnJ YT MOH (SUIUIed] pAIUSLIo-aIninj I0J suoneiidse urensuod

10 poddns soonoeid JUOWISSISSE JUQIQJJIP PUB SOWITAI JUSWUSSISSE
[euoneU AQ paleaId Ik JRl) B[NOLLIND J[NEBJOP 10 0J0B) Op oY} WYIIW MOH e

(S1XQ1UOD WIN[NOLLIND Ul SUruIe9] JoyoLr pue 1adosp 11oddns

11 (3,USQ0P 10) S0P MOV PUY (210J9q 9[qIssod sem Jeym WOIJ JUSIJJIP
SIyl SI MOH ¢o[qissod oyew sor3ojouyod) ([eISIP) MaU Op JBUA\ o

JeInoLuno

parea3aiul y3noay) 1o s103[qns [BUOIIUIAUOD YINOIY) JYIIQ PIAIAUOD

pue pastue3Io 9q I SIY) MOY pue ‘agpajmouy| Areurdrosip o}

uoIje[al ul Sulyoed) I0J UBdW JUILIBY| ONUAYINE PUB JANBIOQR[[0D
‘paseq-Axmbur ‘pastfeuosiad aI0wW SpIEMO] SIYTYS JYSTW SATUBYD JBUA\ o

[paweljal

9q Aew osnradxo pue oFpojmouy Ioyoed) JO SUONOU AIYM pue

WN[NOLLIND JO SI0JONIISU0I-0J Sk pauonisod dre SIQUIBI| pue SI9yoed)
Q19U SIXSIUOD UI JOYBW WN[NOLLIND-SB-IoYOBa) AU} JO O[01 oY} ST JBUA\

(s1oureq] Jo sdnois JuaIaJIp

10} wN[nOLLIND JunjIys 9y SI dANeWIOJSULI] 10 ‘9[qelnba ‘oneioowap

MOH (sIoured] Aq poousnadxa se pue 2onoeid ur yjoq ‘wnynoLLINd

U} 10J SIUQWIUOIIAUS JUIUIBI] dAIBAOUUI JO juowdo[oadp oyl pue
Surured] pojuoLIo-aInng SpIemol JIys e Jo suoneordwr oy are JBYA\

:9Ie 10YIpH SIY) 10J a3I1owo Jey) suorisanb
QWIoS ‘A[RUOTIRUISIUI pUB pUB[EIZ MON Ul SJUSWUOIAUS JUTUIRS]
dAIIRAOUUL JO UOISURAXQ Q) pue ‘UILILs] PAIUSLIO-aINNy ‘WN[NOLLIND JO
snxou 2y} jnoqe Suryury) uy -eonoerd pue ‘sjuowido[assp ‘AI09y) ‘sonssr
wWN[NOLLIND 0} e[l asay) se Arenonted ‘osn pue ufISop JUSWUOIIAUD
SuTuIeS] SATIEAOUUI pUBR UOTIERONPS PIJUSLIO-AINING 0) Sumje[ol [OIeasal
[eordwe pue [eo13AI09Y) YINOIy) UIed] pue mouy 03 [[1IS Yonuw SI 219y ],

‘(8¢ *d) . padofaaap 2q ued Ayroeded Furures]
SIUSPNIS YOIYM UILIIM IXQJUOD B, SB 2IOW PUB J[ISII Ul PUD U SB SSO[ UIS
St 93poymoury Areur[drosiq *(9¢ -d) , sourdiosip asoys Jo S1oej poqreldp ayl
Surmouy 1snf uey) Juenodwr axow st sourjdiosip usamlaq daow o3 AJjiqe
oy} pue A3Pa[MOUY [SAJ[BIAUL IO SWAISAS JO pury SIy),,—Pp[Iom ) JNOqe IO
pulj pue puejsiopun ‘9[duwexa JoJ ‘SueLIO}SIY Pue ‘SISUAIDS ‘SUBIOIBWAYIBLU

[pLonpg



Editorial

¢ How does curriculum policy reflect and sustain particular, coexisting,
and potentially complementary or contradictory discourses of future-
oriented and innovative learning?

While these questions reflect initial, tentative cogitations on the topic, they
and other questions offer potential fruitful avenues for ongoing and future
research in the field of curriculum studies, nationally and internationally.

This collection

The eight articles in this edition of Curriculum Matters explore a variety
of curriculum issues, in different sectors (early childhood, primary,
and secondary) and subject or learning contexts (science, health, social
studies, mathematics, visual arts, literacy). They are an eclectic collection
with a common thread relating to relationships between curriculum,
teaching, and learning.

The first two articles have links with future-oriented learning themes,
through the interest shown in questions of social justice, community
engagement, and the transformational potential of particular forms of
teaching and learning. In the context of senior social studies education,
Maria Perreau examines resources for and about social justice. She
highlights the limitations and transformational possibilities of different
resources that are available to teachers to support social justice-related
teaching and learning. A distinction is drawn between resources
produced for assessment purposes and those produced in support of
broader curriculum objectives, with the assessment-focused resources
shown to have more limited transformational potential. Tensions are
evident between broader educative and narrower assessment functions of
resources and teaching and learning in relation to social justice. lan Bowell
draws on case-study research to examine the potential of community
arts education projects to enrich communities and support teaching and
learning in school contexts. This article highlights the important role
that community-based education and teaching collaborations can play in
engaging students and supporting their learning in the arts, as well as the
professional learning of teachers involved in the education initiatives and
working with other educators in the community. Although neither article
is explicitly couched in the discourse of future-oriented education, readers
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might extrapolate from the findings of these two research papers to the
aspirations of future-focused education—relating to student-centred,
communal, and authentic (real-world) learning with transformational
potential.

Matters of knowledge construction are also associated with debates
around future-oriented education. The next four articles variously explore
matters related to knowledge construction and the nature of subjects and
learning, in the fields of early childhood education, health and science
education. Sarah Probine reports findings of a centre-based research
project about visual arts pedagogies in early childhood education, with
a dual focus on teachers’ thinking about visual arts pedagogies and
how children construct knowledge and make their learning visible to
themselves and others through image making. She presents an example
of how teachers in a centre reconceptualised visual arts and developed
a culture that values visual arts as a pedagogical tool. Jenny Robertson
asks whether health education in schools has come of age. She reflects
on developments in health education over 21 years and explores two
propositions, one relating to underlying concepts that define health-
education knowledge and the other to the establishment of a pathway
to meaningful (NCEA) qualifications. She highlights tensions between
the intent of the official curriculum and the interpretation in practice and
reasons that health education still faces a number of challenges relating to
understanding of the knowledge foundations and maturing of the subject.

With a focus on science education, Georgina Stewart and Cathy Bunting
examine what the recently developed strategic plan for science in society,
a government initiative, means for science education, particularly primary
science education. The logic of the project is brought into question where
it appears not to distinguish between knowledge required by scientists
and knowledge required to teach science. The notion of “teaching
science as a practice” is adopted as a way of contributing to functional
knowledge of science and supporting science teaching and learning.
Similarly interested in science education, and particularly the teaching
of the “nature of science” curriculum component, Rose Hipkins and Ally
Bull illustrate how focusing on the nature of science might support the
development of science capabilities. Science capabilities are presented
as a set of ideas, which teachers might use as classroom prompts to think
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more deeply about the nature of science with their students. The science
capabilities project is presented as a work in progress. Together these
two science-focused articles suggest that science education is a dynamic
field and that there is ongoing work to develop shared understandings
of what it means to teach science and about the type of knowledge and
understandings required by science teachers and learners.

The final two articles in the collection focus on connections between
curriculum, assessment and reporting in relation to writing and reading.
Judy Parr and Gavin Brown examine the recent revision of the e-asTTle:
Writing assessment tool from a range of perspectives, questioning aspects
of the revision in light of English curriculum guidelines and performance
standards for reading and writing in Years 1 to 10. They argue that an
increased emphasis in scoring on the more technical aspects of writing
in the revised writing assessment tool risks sending inappropriate
messages to teachers and students about what is valued in quality writing,
with potentially limited ability to aid teacher learning about writing
and negative consequences for curriculum implementation. Rounding
out the collection, Rowena Pearson, Helen Dixon, and Eleanor Hawe
investigate claims that written reporting of primary students’ progress
and performance against National Standards will have the benefit of
fully informing parents about the progress of their children and ensure
that parents are better able to support their children’s learning. Focusing
on the reporting of reading progress, and basing their investigation on
the responses of a small group of parents, they contend that such claims
are not realised in reality. The authors present ideas for potentially more
effective reporting approaches that they argue would better support
parents and help make students’ learning visible.

Curriculum negotiations are complex and many people are involved in
the teaching and learning process, including learners, parents, teachers,
and curriculum and assessment developers. The articles in this collection
highlight the complexity of these processes, raise questions, and provide
springboards for ongoing research and debate relating to curriculum
matters, educational change, and shifting teaching and learning practices.
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